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1. Introduction 
Recent research confirms that it is of great interest and relevance to analyze the level of 
agreement between the beliefs, attitudes, sense of self-efficacy, learning approaches and 
self-regulation of the teaching staff and students’ achievement in written composition. In 
most cases, these studies present examples of the practical relationship between the 
teacher and the students’ achievement in the instrumental areas linked to the teaching of 
writing, such as in the area of reading and mathematics. These studies are significant 
inasmuch as they have produced valuable information with respect to the levels of 
education, participants, instruments employed, interventions, teaching or rollout 
programs carried out, as well as information related to the priorities, organization and 
development of the research. These interesting contributions lead us to consider which 
aspects are evaluated within the classroom; the variables which are used to relate the 
teachers’ practices to the students’ achievements; the results obtained; the theoretical and 
educational implications, the limitations and deficiencies of the studies and suggestions 
for future research. (Álvarez et al., 2011; Díez et al., 2009; Pacheco et al., 2009; Pacheco et 
al., 2007). 
In the process of revising within a Spanish and international cultural setting what promoted 
the interaction between teachers’ practice and writing achievement, we found studies that 
claim that teachers’ practices must be educationally consistent – integrating education and 
evaluation - in order to obtain positive effects in the activities, processes and results of the of 
students’ learning (Flórez & Monroy, 2008; Stokking et al., 2004). 
Other studies have elaborated different categories explaining why the suggested practices 
are essential to students’ success. Categories such as extra or additional classes and the use 
of active participation are examples of categories that help to improve student achievement. 
Both the authors claim promote the following activities: classes directed and dominated by 
discussion and work groups; discussions between teachers and students and, more 
importantly, among students; significant dialogues between students and teachers; active 
student participation during normal class sessions through questions and answers or 
discussing homework, break up groups, discussing together (teachers and students) the 
solutions to some problems, etc.; and, where categories and topics arise from the students, 
the teachers can provide answers (de la Fuente et al., 2008; Nkhoma, 2002). 
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With this in mind, and in accordance with the new approaches regarding the teacher-
student relationship, different studies indicate that, at present, teachers may be able to make 
changes in the teacher–student continuum. This shift, will in turn lead students to behave 
more autonomously. The traditional type of interaction, which implies a strongly directive 
position for teachers, will cease to be effective in enhancing the progress or achievement of 
the students’ autonomy. Additionally, this research emphasizes the terms teacher centered 
instruction - an authoritarian or traditional educational style which does not promote great 
transformations in the students – as opposed to student centered learning, where the 
education tends to be smooth, progressive and result in transformation (Valle et al., 2008; 
Flórez & Monroy, 2008; Al-Weher, 2004; Taylor et al., 2002; Nkhoma, 2002). 
Regarding the type of practices teachers carry out in the teaching of writing and how they 
influence academic achievement, some studies reveal specific strategies directed at teachers 
which have proven effective in creating a great variety of learning situations and effective 
instruction, in the case of students with and without difficulties of learning (LD) and/or 
underachievement (UP), so that these students develop their linguistic as well as their 
writing competence (Rosino, 2009; Fidalgo et al., 2008; Villalobos, 2007; García, 2007; García 
& Rodriguez, 2007; García et al., 2006). 
Teachers should be aware, through the studies that are currently available to them, of the 
key tools required for writing (processes, models, strategies, etc.), to be able to carry out the 
teaching of writing and thus help students acquire competence and fluidity at the lexical 
level, and progressively master the mechanisms of writing. Given that consolidating and 
becoming proficient in the orthographic system is a long process that demands a great deal 
of experience and practice, teachers must teach and encourage their students to self-regulate 
and control their word production. Thus, the common objective of teaching specific 
strategies is to assist students in becoming self-regulated learners, able to learn by 
themselves. One of these strategies, for example, is the revision process. Evidence shows 
that helping students increase the frequency and depth of their revision is a powerful 
strategy, allowing students the cognitive freedom to focus on the text and its correction 
(Rosino, 2009; Perez, 2001; Chanquoy, 2001). 
In addition, many theories on writing promote the idea that writers’ attitudes are formed or 
developed partly through the use of writing instruments and claim that technological 
instruments can make the writing process easier as well as increasing motivation for 
students with LD. These theories maintain that both students and teachers feel the effects of 
the new means of writing. In the case of the students, these new writing methods are 
favored, in terms of the quality of the product and the aspects of the students’ achievement, 
which can describe their own behavior. Teachers also report students’ greater desire to use 
these instruments, a greater motivation to begin new projects and to produce greater 
amounts of written work. The reasons for greater enjoyment include the presentation of 
high quality work, the speed at which the work can be produced and the ease with which a 
text can be organized and changed (Jiménez et al., 2003; Parr, 1994). 
Other research has made interesting contributions to the principles that should be 
implemented both in order to prevent difficulties and to develop writing skills. Among 
these, we can emphasize the following : the provision of effective writing instruction; the 
preparation of instructions to detect each student’s individual needs; early intervention to 
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provide additional aid; the expectation that every student will learn to write; identifying 
and managing the academic barriers to writing; and, the use and development of 
technological instruments that improve writing execution. The most interesting point, 
according to the authors, is to look into how to reduce the children’s difficulties in written 
composition and how the school and teachers can help these children with learning 
difficulties to improve their writing (Graham, 2006; Graham et al., 2001). 
According to research, the writing education that many students receive is inadequate 
because it focuses almost exclusively on the teaching of lower level writing skills, such as 
calligraphy and spelling, with few opportunities to actually write. Other students are in 
classes with an increased frequency of writing tasks , but only a short amount of time is 
devoted to teaching the necessary writing skills and strategies, as it is assumed that these 
abilities can be acquired through informal and secondary methods of study. Other children 
attend schools where practically no time is devoted to ensure writing skills are obtained or 
to the teaching of writing. It is highly improbable that children with learning disabilities 
acquire the necessary knowledge in programs such as these (de Caso et al., 2011; Pacheco, 
2010; García et al., 2009; Troia, 2006). 
Most researchers believe the teaching of writing for these students should focus as much on 
prevention as on intervention; it should respond to the specific needs of each student; it 
should maintain a healthy balance between meaning, process, and form; and it should make 
as much use of formal methods of study as of informal methods. Designing instruction for 
the teacher as well as for the educational level is in itself not an easy task. However, it 
requires a coherent, coordinated, and extensive effort. The writing problems experienced by 
children with learning difficulties are not transitory difficulties that are eliminated easily, 
immediately or without establishing precise and effective practices (Graham, 2006; Troia, 
2006; Villalobos, 2006; Graham et al., 2002; Graham et al., 2001). Based on the 
considerations addressed within this framework, in this research we propose, as a 
fundamental objective, to study written composition teaching practices in relation to the 
achievement of the students with and without LD and/or under achievement. Teachers’ 
practice is thought to be based on their beliefs, attributions, expectations and the sense of 
personal efficacy that they hold with respect to the teaching-learning process. This is also 
closely related to students’ achievements and the factors or components that modulate them 
(the students’ motivation, the role that the parents or the family environment play in this 
process and the teacher’s use of strategies, procedures and instruments in the area of writing 
or, in other curricular areas). Thus, the hypothesis supposes that the teachers’ beliefs exert a 
strong influence on the practice of written composition and are predictive of students’ 
success in the classroom. It is believed that this relationship varies depending on students’ 
level of education and on the type of student. 
2. Methodology 
Participants 
Participants were selected from two types of origin, although interrelated. One group was 
the sample of teachers taken from a previous study. The other groups were the students (of 
these teachers) who were classified into three categories - with attention deficit disorder 
(ADD), and without hyperactivity (ADHD), with or without learning disabilities (LD). 
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The teaching staff 
We evaluated 99 teachers from 30 private and state schools in the province of León, Spain, 
who teach Spanish language (the local first language) and are responsible for students with 
and without learning difficulties and/or low achievement, in the last year of infant 
education and the first three years of primary education. 
The selection criterion for this sample was based on that used in previous studies the 
research team developed in these schools regarding different writing-related areas of 
interest - the influence of working memory and attention on students. The students 
addressed were both typically achieving and with learning difficulties, of different ages, 
with and without ADHD. 
The teachers taught Spanish language to pupils in the second and third years of Primary 
Education, at 20 of the 30 private and state schools in the province of Leon, Spain. Of 
these teachers, 83.33% were women, 64.23% worked in state schools and 37.77% were 
employed by private schools. The average age of the teachers was 46.92 years, with a 
maximum age of 60 and a minimum of 27, which indicates both maturity and stability in 
the teaching career.  
The average years of experience in this career was 23.43 years, which indicates significant 
educational experience. 18.84 of those years specifically devoted to language teaching. This 
means that they were experts in the instructional aspects related to teaching written 
composition. Only 12.4% had a bachelor’s degree in philology or education and the 
remainder had a teaching degree in another specialist area. None of them had one in special 
education.  
The students 
The sample of students was selected in a similar fashion to the selection of the teachers. 
They were chosen following several strict criteria with the purpose of being able to match 
the sample with the needs and goals of this research project. 
The first criterion was that the students selected receive classes from the teachers in the 
sample. This criterion was applied with the concurrent selection of the teachers, that is to 
say, the students and professors were selected simultaneously. The study was carried out 
independently by people different from those in the research Team on Excellence in Psycho-
Educational Intervention in Developmental and Learning Difficulties directed by second 
author. This was done as if they were independent studies; with the aim of ensuring there 
was no interference in the results. This ensured the teacher’s knowledge of the research 
objectives did not interfere, and there would be no bias resulting from the knowledge of the 
true object of this study. 
The second criterion was to include students from the three categories, that is to say, 
students with LD, students without LD and/or students with ADHD. The latter group was 
recruited from the Association of Parents of People with ADHD in the province of Leon 
(ALENHI, Leon Association of People with Attention Deficit Disorder with and without 
Hyperactivity). In addition, discrepancies between achievement and IQ of the students with 
writing LD were found in the intelligence measures, but that was not the case for students 
without LD or with ADHD, which was relevant to the selection of the samples. 
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The third criterion required the sample to be representative of the spectrum of the 
educational levels for the teachers studied. The aim was to relate the achievement in written 
composition to the data collected from the sample of teachers. However, before the third 
year of Primary Education there is a limited production or level of written composition. This 
study addressed from the third year of Primary Education on. That is to say, we only 
included students of second (third and fourth years) and third cycle (fifth and sixth year) of 
Primary Education in the sample.  
After applying the three criteria, a sample of 111 students of 3rd to 6th year of Primary 
Education was extracted (78 males and 33 females). Of these, 35 students had LD, 36 did not 
present LD and 40 had ADHD. Their ages ranged from 9 to 12 years. The average of age of 
the sample of the second cycle was 10 years old and the average of age of the third cycle was 
11 years old. (For more details see Table 1). 
 
Student typology Students PE-2nd  PE-3rd  Total Level  
ADHD Students  
Male 14 20 34 
Female 3 3 6 
Total Level  17 23 40 
Average age 10 10.5  
Min-Max 9-11 9-12  
     
LD Students  
Male  20 19 
Female  16 16 
Total per Level   36 35 
Average age  11  
Min-Max  10-12  
     
Students without LD 
Male  25 25 
Female  11 11 
Total per Level   36 36 
Average age  10.5  
Min-Max  10-11  
Total Level   17 95 111 
Table 1. Distribution of the sample of students by type, gender, age and cycle of Primary 
Education. 
Instruments 
The instruments employed were concerned with measuring the teachers’ variables, that is to 
say, with the role of practice in the teaching of the written composition, and with the 
measures of the students’ variables. 
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Evaluation of the teaching staff  
The development of the instrument which is the object of this study began by first reviewing 
the Academic Search Elite databases, which are available at the Central Library of the 
University of León. Moreover, it was essential to study and review the legislation, 
educational programs and guides that establish the syllabi for both infant and primary 
education. This permitted the collection of information about the evaluation criteria in the 
area of Spanish language in each of the educational stages studied, and in particular the 
empirical data related to the focus of this research study. 
These theoretical bases allowed the researchers to proceed to the collection, translation and, 
where appropriate, modification of the instruments used, as well as developing new tools to 
assess the areas and components that affect teachers’ practice in the teaching of writing. 
Once created, they were subjected to validation (reliability, validity, norms, etc.) by the 
research team.  
In this way, we obtained the instrument that evaluates the Role of Teachers Practice in 
Writing (PRAES), together with its corresponding questionnaires: the first focuses on 
opinion (PRAESPO), the second on the theoretical approach (PRAESPE) and the third refers 
to the classroom activity - what teachers actually do (PRAESPA) – and, finally, the focus of 
the last questionnaire was on self-efficiency (PRAESAE) (Pacheco et al., 2007). 
Overview of the psychological meanings assessed 
The PRAES is shaped both by the identity of the teacher, and by the four sections or 
questionnaires related to the components and factors that affect practice. (For details, see 
Table 2). The names of each questionnaire, presented in the order in which they are used in 
the PRAES protocol are as follows:  
1. Practice-Opinion (PRAESPO), refers to the teachers’ views regarding the role of the 
teacher in their teaching writing practice. It considers the following components and 
indicators: (i) The personal student component (motivation, planning and review), (ii) 
the practice component, (iii) the family component and (iv) teachers’ training. This 
questionnaire was prepared by the research team.  
2. The Practice Approach Questionnaire (PRAESPE) evaluates teachers’ theoretical 
orientation in relation to the formal and the natural learning process of writing. This 
instrument was adapted from the Writing Orientation Scale (Graham et al., 2001).  
3. The Classroom Practice Questionnaire (PRAESPA) measures the skills, instructional 
procedures, activities and materials used by teachers when teaching writing, and the 
type of text or the actual texts they use. This instrument was partially developed by the 
team and partly adapted and translated from Graham et al., (2001), based on his 
Teacher Writing Practices Scale. 
4. The Teacher Writing Practices Scale Practice (PRAESAE) helps to better understand the 
type of factors that create both personal and general difficulties for teachers in their 
teaching, thus determining their self beliefs in the process of teaching writing. This 
instrument differentiates between self-efficacy and general efficacy. It was developed 
by the research team, based on the Teacher Efficacy Scale for Writing, adapted 
according to the directives and guidelines for constructing self-efficacy scales (Graham 
et al., 2001; Bandura, 2005).  
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Aspects Evaluated  Instrument Tasks Parameters 
The role of practice PRAES Four Questionnaires Rating 
Opinions about the factors that affect the 
teaching of writing 
PRAESPO 
Likert type 
Questionnaire  
Rating 
Theoretical Approach (natural vs. formal) PRAESPE 
Likert type 
Questionnaire  
Rating 
Classroom Activities  PRAESPA 
Likert type 
Questionnaire  
Rating 
Teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the 
teaching of writing (personal and 
general) 
PRAESPAE 
Likert type 
Questionnaire  
Rating 
Table 2. Aspects evaluated in teachers and instruments used in research 
Student evaluation  
The instruments used to measure the student variables were of two types. Firstly, we used 
measures to monitor the level of students’ general achievement and their level of 
intelligence and, secondly, instruments to measure specific achievement in written 
composition. 
General measures 
In order to measure intelligence, we used the Cattell assessment, with the purpose of 
selecting the suitable participants and, in particular, to establish the aptitude achievement 
discrepancy criterion (LD) or no discrepancy (under achievement), as well as to observe 
whether students had intellectual limitations (whether they had LD or ADHD or not). In 
addition, measures of general achievement were obtained through scale (from 1 to 4) and 
appreciation instruments filled out by the teachers regarding each of the students. For this 
type of instruments, several protocols were developed that covered all education levels 
(Infant Education, Primary Education, and Compulsory Secondary Education). These 
instruments were constructed specifically by the research team based on the guidelines of 
the Curricular Designs Base, the Ministerial Decrees and the Council of Education of the 
Region of Castile and Leon. They were elaborated through meticulous analysis, and were 
adapted to the objectives of the research team. This analysis was carried out with the goal of 
teachers evaluating the students’ general achievement in language and mathematics. 
The purpose of the application of these appreciation scales was to obtain an approximate 
measure. Although they were based on the teachers’ opinion and therefore were subjective 
measurements, they do come from an expert on the student whom they teach. It 
fundamentally concerns the students’ general achievement in language and mathematics, to 
be able to compare it with her/his level of intelligence, measured by the Cattell assessment, 
and to be able to state whether there is a discrepancy between aptitude or capacity and 
achievement (see Table 3). 
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 Students: General measures 
Evaluated 
Aspects 
Instruments Tasks Parameters 
Overall 
Intelligence  
IC Cattell Four intelligence subtests  
Total score, CI total 
and Centil  
Overall Student 
Performance  
Teacher Rating 
Scales  
Questionnaire /Appreciative 
Scale of performance in 
language and math  
Ratings and 
qualitative 
observations  
 Students: Specific Measures 
Writing Product Editorial Writing 
Editorial writing and 
comparison-contrast 
Objective and 
subjective indicators  
Text-based 
Measures  
Editorial Writing 
Editorial writing and 
comparison-contrast 
Objective and 
subjective indicators 
Reader-based 
Measures  
Editorial Writing 
Editorial writing and 
comparison-contrast 
Objective and 
subjective indicators 
Productivity and 
consistency 
EPPyFPE (García, 
Marbán, & de Caso, 
2001) 
Editorial writing Indicators 
Table 3. Aspects evaluated and instruments used in research on the students. 
Specific measures 
We measured specific achievement in written composition through two types of tasks. The 
first task entailed writing a free format text that served to establish the students’ level of 
writing. It also helped establish whether there was a discrepancy between aptitude and 
achievement in writing, using the scales developed by the research team (García, 2001; 
García and Marbán, 2003). The scales corresponded with “the other measures of coherence” 
(relevance, connectors, paragraphs and argument thread) and, with several parameter 
measures (content and, functional words and determiners) that were previously applied by 
García and Marbán (2003). The measures of productivity and coherence were obtained from 
the written compositions of the participants in the planning tasks. Productivity is the 
amount of text developed by a student in each of the tasks. This productivity was verified 
by analyzing the words in the content, functional and determining words’ parameters. A 
text is considered coherent when it presents information in an organized way, so that 
different receivers can perceive it as a unit. The coherence of the text was measured by 
means of relevance indicators to demonstrate theme continuity, and observe the ability to 
connect the ideas to construct proposals, to construct well-delimited paragraphs, to organize 
the sequence of these paragraphs to establish the thread of the argument throughout the 
text. When it was a narrative, the coherence analysis was carried out by means of a structure 
analysis, adjusted to include the indicators of a framework (time, space and characters) and 
of episode (initial event, response execution and consequence). In addition, for the tasks 
entailing converting matrices into propositions, the total scores of integration of the 
information were obtained (García and Marbán, 2003). 
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The second task consisted of several texts of comparison-contrasts, where reader and text-
based measures were taken. The parameters obtained from these tasks, were those that were 
used to relate the students’ achievement in written composition to the role of the teachers’ 
practices in the teaching of writing.  
Text-based measures 
The text-based measures evaluate information generation or productivity and the 
organization of the information, or the coherence and structuring of the information. For 
example, in the case of information generation, aspects such as the title, the number of 
paragraphs, the number of textual units, the number of verbs in personal form, the number 
of content words and, functional words and determiners are tallied. As for the organization 
of the information, objective elements relative to referential coherence (indicating referential 
and lexical coherence) and to the relational coherence (meta-structural and discursive 
indicators) were measured, as well as “other measures of coherence”. As regards the aspects 
related to the structuring of the information, objective measures concerning the textual 
typology were used (comparison-contrasts) were measured as well as the number of 
punctuation marks (commas, periods, question marks, inverted commas, vignettes, etc.).  
Reader-based measures 
These concern a qualitative evaluation or judgment considering the specific criteria for the 
comparison-contrast type text. It involves making a global evaluation, as far as structure, 
coherence and quality are concerned, as indicated in detail in Table 4. 
 
Type of 
measures 
Evaluated 
Appearance 
Parameters 
Text Based  
Productivity 
Number of paragraphs 
Number of sentences 
Number of verbs 
Number of words (determinants, content, functional, and 
totals) 
Consistency 
Number of cohesive ties: anaphoric, lexical, meta, 
structural, connective, argumentative, reformulative 
Referential consistency: anaphoric and lexical ties 
Relational consistency: metastructural, connective, 
argumentative and reformulative ties 
Total consistency: relational and referential coherence 
Density of consistency: number of ties for every 100 words 
Structure 
Number of main parts of a text, introduction, main body 
and conclusion  
Reader based   
Structure Rating  (1-4) 
Consistency Rating (1-4) 
Quality Rating  (1-6) 
Table 4. Aspects used to evaluate the text produced (translated Garcia & Fidalgo, 2006, pp. 
185) 
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Procedure 
The study presented here, which is a descriptive study, consisted of two comparative and 
related samples, chosen simultaneously from 30 schools. The samples were selected to 
complement each other. In fact, the research team was carrying out a series of studies in the 
province of León which required samples of students from three different categories which 
are matched for general characteristics: a group of students with LD, another group without 
LD and a group of students with ADHD.  
The sample of the teachers was selected on the basis of the criterion explained above. They 
were teachers who were responsible for students with and without learning difficulties 
and/or low achievement in infant and early primary education. The next step was the 
fieldwork itself. It consisted, firstly, of establishing telephone contact with the school 
principals to obtain permission to visit and carry out the protocol with the language teachers 
of the selected school years in each of these schools. Two researchers then visited the schools 
on the agreed dates and times and asked teachers to complete the protocols. The sample 
selection was performed directly by the two researchers and not by other means, to ensure 
the reliability and validity of the instruments in the collection of information. Data collection 
was conducted over a period of five months.  
The procedure followed for the data collection from students can be summarized in the 
following steps. Firstly, general measures of sample selection were applied. Different 
members of the research team, with an approximate duration of 10 to 20 minutes, carried 
out an IQ measurement using the Cattell assessment in small groups. After the Cattell 
assessment, students were asked to carry out different written composition tasks. Small 
groups of students carried out individual free text exercises (García, Marbán, and de Caso, 
2001), to determine their level of achievement in writing. Several comparison-contrast texts 
were written to obtain the indicators and the measures of the product of the writing (text 
and reader-based measures). These measures were used to relate the students’ achievement 
in writing to the role of the teachers’ practice, which constitutes the object of this study. Our 
basis for this sample came from an initial sample of more than 350 students from previous 
studies carried out by the research team, of which only 111 students were selected for this 
study. Simultaneously, the teachers were asked to complete evaluation scales regarding the 
each student’s general achievement . This task took some time and once finished the forms 
were collected.  
Along with the application of these instruments and tasks, a further set of tests and 
questionnaires were applied. These were related to attention, working memory, and the 
study of the online processes used in written composition. They were measured by means of 
a writing log, but they are not included in this study, as they are part of an overarching 
project including different studies with broader goals than those presented in this article. 
Once all the assessments were carried out in the 30 schools, the members of the research 
team analyzed all the texts. Members of the team, who had received specific training over 
several meetings, including the study of the correction dossier and the systematic 
supervision of the written texts, carried out their meticulous correction. The texts were 
corrected twice and anonymously with the purpose of reaching an agreement between 
coders. The approximate time dedicated to the correction of texts for each student was of 
two hours, including the codification and computerization of the data. The correction was 
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carried out after eliminating the data concerning the students’ identity, their typology, age, 
school, and gender, etc. Therefore, the evaluators were blind to the origin, level, etc. of 
students. In addition, corrections were systematically balanced to ensure that all the 
correctors marked texts belonging the three student categories and from all participants 
levels of education. The data from the corrections of the general measures and of the specific 
measures of the written composition, along with the data provided by teachers, were codified 
and computerized in Excel matrices by the team members. These Excel matrices were then 
integrated into a single SPSS matrix by the research director who also carried out the different 
statistical analyses (univariate and multivariate analysis) and the interpretation of the results. 
3. Results 
After the creation of a single matrix on SPSS (v. 13.0) with the variables generated for the 
data regarding teachers and students, the following types of analysis were carried out: 
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS) using the SPSS Model Lineal General 
module (MLG) and multiple linear regression analyses (ARL). 
General Linear model 
The multivariate contrasts in the student based measures based on their typology (ADHD, 
LD versus without LD), indicate highly significant statistically results with a large size effect 
[F (84, 28) = 3.52; p = .001; ŋ ² = .914]. 
For the execution of these multivariate analyses of the three student typologies (ADHD, 
with and without LD) and, as dependent variables, the different measures obtained for the 
students and the teachers were taken as intersubject factors. The purpose of this was to 
highlight the differences between the teachers as regards the role of practice in the teaching 
of writing. We also sought to show the differences according to student typology and to try 
to extract some pattern to help understand the relationship between the teachers’ writing 
teaching practice and the students’ achievement. 
The tests concerning the intersubject/intergroup effects also indicated statistically 
significant results in most of the dependent variables related to students and to teachers. 
The size effects, in general, were large. When the grouping variable (intersubject factor or 
fixed factor) belonging to a specific group was taken (with ADHD, with and without LD), 
statistically significant differences were observed, both in the writing tasks and in 
comparison–contrast texts. In the comparison-contrast texts significant differences were 
observed for the variables of information generation, organization of ideas, structure, 
reader-based quality measures, etc. For example, for organization of ideas in relational 
coherence (p = .001; ŋ ² =.217); or for reader-based measurement as concerns structure (p= 
.001; ŋ ² =.213); and for reader-based evaluation (order-quality) (p = .001; ŋ ² =.284). Also, in 
the writing task, statistically significant differences were observed for idea generation and 
total productivity (p = .001; ŋ ² =.268); in the reader based evaluation (order and structure) 
(p = .001; ŋ ² =.486); and in quality (p = .001; ŋ ² =.383). 
As concerns what teachers actually did (see Table 5), it was interesting to observe that it 
differed according to the students taught, in motivation (close to statistical significance), in 
natural teaching approach, and in self-efficacy (very close to statistical significance). The 
tests of the intersubject effects indicated statistical significance for the opinion variables, 
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motivation subcomponent (p = .073; ŋ ² =, 091); approach, natural learning subcomponent (p = 
.002; ŋ ² =, 205); and, close to statistical significance for general self-efficacy (p = .058; ŋ ² =, 098). 
 
Measure/group ADHD (N = 40) DA (N = 35) SDA (N = 36)    
Variables M ǂ M Α M ǂ F p ŋ² 
Opinion: Reasons 29.59 3.84 28.18 4.96 31.32 3.72 2.74 .073 .091 
Opinion: Planning and revision 24.12 2.08 24.91 2.22 26.16 1.97 1.18 .314 .041 
Opinion: Practice 30.59 4.34 31.64 3.23 33.00 2.47 2.30 .109 .077 
Opinion: Family 15.41 2.47 14.09 2.91 15.26 1.55 1.83 .170 .062 
Formal Education Approach 39.88 8.08 37.64 7.65 41.21 6.90 1.18 .315 .041 
Natural Learning Approach 34.59 7.06 27.91 4.63 30.26 4.86 7.08 .002 .205 
Classroom: Skills 24.29 3.72 23.05 3.33 22.95 2.97 .907 .410 .032 
General Self-efficacy 33.05 10.06 38.31 4.79 37.00 4.92 3.00 .058 .098 
Table 5. Statistically significant results: multivariate analysis of variance in the teachers’ 
measures (PRAES) between groups of students with ADHD, DA and without DA 
When the contrasts between the significant variables obtained in the tests of the intersubject 
effects (between the groups) were collated post hoc, we found statistically significant 
differences in many of them (see Table 6). For example, there were significant differences 
among the post contrasts and between the group with LD and the group without LD. The 
same was noted for the ADHD group, that showed significant differences compared to the 
group without LD. However, no significant differences were noted between the groups of 
students with LD and those with ADHD. This pattern was observed in the variables that 
refer to the writing task in total productivity (LD as opposed to without LD, p = .001; 
without LD as opposed to ADHD, p =, 047) and for organization of ideas, referential 
coherence (with as opposed to without LD, p =,051). Other patterns noted are also of 
interest, for example, the significant differences between the three groups, as is the case with 
the reader-based structure measures (with LD as opposed to without LD, p = .001; LD 
compared with ADHD, p = .056; and without LD compared with ADHD, p =,001). 
Also, we would also like to highlight the results concerning the teachers – the statistical 
significance related to the motivation variable (p = .073), natural teaching approach (p =.002) 
and general self-efficacy (p = .058). 
The post hoc contrasts indicated different patterns between the students with and without 
LD and ADHD with regard to the teacher related variables. There were likewise differences 
between the group with LD and those without LD. The ADHD group is significantly 
different from the group without LD, but this is not so between the LD and ADHD groups. 
This pattern is observed in the natural teaching approach variable (LD as opposed to 
ADHD, p = .002; and without LD as opposed to ADHD, p =, 072). The non-significant 
variables related to the PRAES include those which correspond to: Opinion and the 
subcomponents of practice (p = .109), family (p = .170) and teacher training (p = .650); the 
formal approach (p = .315); the actual classroom behaviors and the subcomponents of 
abilities (p = .410), materials (p = .874), procedures (p = .271), texts(p = .278) activities (p = . 
454); and personal self-efficacy (p = .913). These variables, to some extent, predict teachers’ 
behaviors in the teaching of written composition (see Figure 1). 
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 Essay (p) 
Variable LD vs. WLD LD vs. ADHD WLD vs. ADHD 
Total Productivity .001 n. s. .047 
Organization of ideas: consistency referential .051 n. s. n. s. 
Organization of ideas: total coherence .049 n. s. n. s. 
Other aspects: overall coherence .041 n. s. n. s. 
Reader based evaluation: amount, structure .001 .056 .001 
Reader based evaluation: summary, consistent .001 n. s. .001 
Reader based evaluation: amount, quality .001 n. s. .002 
Reader based evaluation: order, structure .001 n. s. .001 
Reader based evaluation: order, coherence .001 n. s. .001 
Reader based evaluation: order, quality .001 n. s. .001 
 Comparison-contrast (p) 
Productivity total n. s. n. s. .075 
Relational Consistency  .029 n. s. .002 
Total Consistency  n. s. n. s. .052 
Other aspects: overall coherence n. s. .039 .001 
Reader based evaluation:  amount, structure .005 n. s. .055 
Reader based evaluation, summary: consistent .005 n. s. .001 
Reader based evaluation, amount: quality .003 n. s. .002 
Reader based evaluation, order: structure .008 n. s. .005 
Reader based evaluation, order:  coherence n. s. n. s. .027 
Reader based evaluation, amount: quality .001 n. s. .001 
Table 6. Post-hoc significant contrasts in the multivariate analyses, both for the students’ 
writing tasks (by type) and for the teachers’ actions (by type of students) 
 
Fig. 1. Statistically significant differences in the teachers’ variables, depending on student 
typology. 
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3.1 Multiple linear regression analysis  
Prediction of student typology  
If we considering the total writing measures (product totals from reader and text-based 
measures) and the measures of the PRAES (scale and the subscale totals) as predicting 
variables, and the type of student as the predicted variable, we obtain statistically significant 
results. When the measures are taken only from writing, statistically significant results in the 
prediction of the type of students were also obtained. However, when only the PRAES 
results are considered, they do produce statistically significant results in the prediction of 
the type of student. In any case, this is interesting, as it does not support the idea of there 
existing differences in the teachers’ practices based on student typology. When the type of 
student is taken as a dependent variable (ADHD, LD, without LD) or as a variable predicted 
by the set of the total measures of the written product (students’ achievement), in the 
hierarchic multiple regression step-by-step analysis, we obtained one model with a 
statistically significant regression coefficient (R² corrected =.496). The variables in the model 
that reached statistical significance are, among others: writing, reader based evaluation 
concerning order and structure [ǃ = .711; t = 7.557; p = .001] and other aspects of total 
coherence [ǃ = -.283; t = -2.447; p = .018]; those from the PRAES as regards classroom 
practice and the procedure subcomponent [ǃ = -.237; t = -2.645; p = .011] and for the opinion 
and the motivation subcomponent [ǃ = .182; t = 2.167; p =.035]. The remaining variables 
were excluded from the model, as they did not reach statistical significance. 
Prediction of the written product 
When the writing variables (the product totals from the reader and text-based measures) are 
taken as predicted variables and the PRAES variables as predicting, many produce 
statistically significant results, albeit of a low level. However, this is interesting, as they 
indicate a tendency, and given the nature of the different measures this points towards 
results which are very relevant from a theoretical point of view. 
The fact that some total measures from the PRAES predict some totals for the writing 
product is very interesting, given that there is some relationship between the two. For 
example, the factors that are involved in the prediction of total productivity include the 
factors attributed to the family and the formal teaching approach, as are those used by 
teachers who will mainly employ these in students without LD. Other variables regarding 
teaching staff that predict some measure of achievement in writing are the procedures used 
(in several variables), the role assigned to the family, the materials used (in several 
variables), the natural teaching approach (more used with the group of students without LD 
and those with ADHD), personal self-efficacy, the formal teaching approach, teacher 
training, motivation, classroom practices, the use of plans and revision. 
Of the 27 regression analyses extracted to predict writing based on PRAES, 23 were found to 
have statistical significance. The variables from the PRAES that are predictive regarding 
writing concentrate on the family subcomponent, classroom activities with the 
subcomponents of procedures and materials, in addition to the formal theoretical approach, 
the natural learning approach, personal self-efficacy, teacher training, motivation and the 
aspects of planning and revision. In addition, the attempt to predict writing achievement 
based on total productivity and the number of words parameter from the PRAES was 
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carried out and a corrected R² of .067 was obtained. This is significant, although it only 
generates a regression model or equation with the predicting variables of PRAES for 
opinion with the family subcomponent [ǃ = .276; t = 2.817; p = .006] and for approach, with 
the subcomponent of formal approach [ǃ = .217; t = 2.213; p = .029]. It does not generate any 
other significant variables, which we have therefore excluded from the model. 
In summary, regression analysis provides statistically significant data for predicting all the 
writing variables within PRAES, which presents interesting data regarding predictive 
validity. It also indicates the great predictive potential of the instruments applied, as they 
allow us to observe variables that are not always of the same nature. 
4. Discussion and conclusions 
The objective of the present study was to consider the teachers’ self-regulation in the 
teaching of written composition in relation to the achievement of students with and without 
LD and/or under achievement. It was expected that the results of this study would show 
that the teachers’ beliefs both affect and have a strong influence in their classroom practices 
concerning written composition and also that this predicts students’ success. According to 
the results obtained it is possible to affirm that, broadly speaking, the objective was 
achieved. As for the hypotheses, they were only proven for some measures but not for 
others. For example, data was obtained which supports the differences between the students 
based on the PRAES assessment. The potential of the PRAES to predict writing achievement 
was also demonstrated. However, data was collected which does not necessarily corroborate 
the prediction of the typology of students based the PRAES. This may be due to the nature 
of the measures or perhaps because there is no actual predictive potential. As far as the 
sample is concerned, as well as being representative, relevant and of a broad spectrum 
(compared with the samples in other empirical studies), it also allows us to describe the 
students’ achievement according to the type of practice employed by teachers. 
As regards the instruments used, given the revision of empirical and theoretical studies 
published in recent years, we can confirm that the PRAES and  the applied writing measures 
(general and specific) used to evaluate both general achievement and specific aspects of 
written composition display not only acceptable validity and reliability but, also, 
appropriate sensitivity to the detection of differences based on the type of student and 
according to the prediction between variables. It is important to highlight that we know of 
no published studies that jointly employ the four PRAES components (Opinion, Approach, 
Classroom Behavior, Self-efficacy) to evaluate teachers, as well as the instruments applied to 
evaluate and to measure students’ general and specific achievement in written composition, 
and that link both teacher and student measures. This justifies and affords relevance to the 
present study. As concerns the statistical analysis and its contribution to the study, when 
taking the intersubject factors – the three typologies of students (ADHD, LD, without LD) – 
as dependent variables, the different measures obtained for students and teachers verify the 
differences among the teachers regarding the role of their practice in teaching written 
composition, based on the differences according to the students’ typology. 
The results obtained are of high statistical significance in most of the dependent variables 
regarding students and teachers, with large effect sizes, in general. As regards the students, 
when belonging to one group type is taken as a grouping variable (with ADHD, with and 
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without LD), statistically significant differences are observed, both for the writing tasks as 
for the comparison-contrast texts. In comparison-contrast texts, significant differences were 
observed regarding the variables of information generation, organization of ideas, structure 
or reader-based quality. Examples include the organization of ideas in relational coherence, 
reader-based evaluation concerning structure, and reader-based evaluation for order and 
quality. Also, in the writing task statistically significant differences were found regarding 
idea generation and total productivity, in reader-based evaluation for order, structure and 
quality. As far as teachers are concerned, it is interesting to observe that they behave 
differently based on the students they have, as regards motivation, general or natural 
teaching approach and self-efficacy. The tests of intersubject effects indicated statistical 
significance for the opinion variables, in the subcomponents of motivation; approach, 
natural learning; and general self-efficacy. 
When trying to extract some pattern that would help understand the relationship between 
what teachers actually do when they teach writing and students’ achievement, a very 
interesting observation was made. A relationship was noted underlining the fact that some 
total measures of the PRAES predicted some totals of the writing product. Other variables 
concerning the teachers that helped to predict some measures in writing achievement were 
the procedures used, the role assigned to the family, the materials employed, the natural 
teaching approach, personal self-efficacy, the formal approach, teacher training, motivation, 
the practice and the use of plans and revisions. Of these, those that most significantly 
predict writing variables are: the family, the activities carried out in the classroom along 
with the procedures and the materials used, as well as the use the formal theoretical 
approach. 
When the type of students (ADHD, with and without LD) was taken as an independent or a 
predicted variable from the set of total measures of the writing product we found variables 
included in the model related to writing: writing a draft, reader-based evaluation, order and 
structure and other aspects of total coherence. We also noted variables related to the PRAES: 
practice in the classroom in the procedure subcomponent; opinion and the motivation 
subcomponent. The remaining variables were excluded from the model, as they did not 
reach statistical significance. When we attempted to predict writing achievement through 
total productivity in the ‘number of words’ parameter, a regression model or equation was 
obtained with the following PRAES predicting variables: opinion, the family subcomponent, 
and the formal approach. No other variable was found to be significant. These factors are, at 
least indirectly, based on the type of teachers’ practice in the area of Spanish language. 
There were no significant differences in relation to the theoretical concepts and strategies 
applied in the teaching of writing in the different school years from Infant to Primary. There 
were, nevertheless, differences based on age, which is an indicator of some type of 
adjustment according to the students’ stage of development. According to the results 
obtained, all teachers seem to act in a homogenous way as far as the theoretical conceptions 
that direct their behavior are concerned - or in other respects, which indicates poor self-
regulation of their practice. In addition, it appears that their practice of teaching writing 
does not substantially differ between students with and without learning difficulties and/or 
low levels of achievement. 
It is clear that this study presents evident limitations concerning the use of PRAES, and it 
should be complemented with direct observation of the teachers’ behavior as well as direct 
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observation of students’ achievement in the classroom. It also seems reasonable to carry out 
this type of analysis in other areas and to observe whether there is any general pattern or 
specific patterns related to the practices in each area. 
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